What parents are looking for : what prospective student's family members believe to be the most important aspects of college : an honors thesis (HONRS 499) by Thomas, Sean
--
What Parents are 
Looking For 
what prospective student's family 
members believe to be the most 
important aspects of college 
Honors Thesis 
SeahThomas . 
April 29, 1999 
1 
.-
We can all remember our high school senior year, going through piles and piles of 
admissions materials, trying to make a decision about where we were going to spend our 
next four years. One father of a possible National Merit Scholar describes the experience 
as one that leaves him and his son more confused by the end, instead of assisting them in 
making important choices. A lot of this confusion could stem from the fact that 
admission offices across the nation are not communicating their information in ways that 
prospective students and families want or need. 
These needs and wants are always going to be specific to each prospective 
student, but some common themes can be identified. In a recent study, Kerry Dugin 
(1998), who is the Director of Admissions at Hood College, identified several aspects of 
-
college that students first look for and several aspects that students find less important. 
After surveying 100 students, Dugin found that students were attracted to colleges that 
mentioned accessible professors, state-of-the-art facilities, and leadership in their 
admission materials. The aspects of college that ranked lowest were Greek life, research-
oriented professors, and a party atmosphere. 
Another aspect that has actually caused much concern for those students and 
families who are going through the college selection process is cost. The media has 
concentrated a lot of its coverage of colleges and universities on the constantly rising cost 
of attending a post-secondary institution. According to the College Board Review, "the 
cost of going to college catapulted up to third place in the list of Americans' biggest 
worries during the mid-1990s" (Stanfield, 1998). Tuition, room and board, technology 
- fees, and student activities fees have always been a touchy subject for admission 
---
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professionals to address since it is a big concern for families and students. Some 
admission offices try to maneuver around this issue by downplaying the actual costs or by 
treating the issue as unimportant (Stanfield, 1998). This strategy could prove to be 
harmful to the college in the long run. Prospective students and families who see this 
aspect of college as the most important may feel they are being fooled or tricked into 
believing that the cost of the institution is not as much as it actually turns out to be. 
A college or university is, of course, an institution that is dedicated to higher 
learning. On the other hand, it is also a business, which has employees (faculty) who 
produce a product (education) for consumers (students). The marketing and image-
building component of a college is not only important, but also essential to the continued 
growth and prestige of the educational institution. A university's admission staff, along 
with other contingencies like a University Relations department, must work hard in 
portraying a positive image for all aspects of their respective schools. This positive 
image can be tarnished by past events or current incidents that draw the attention away 
from the progressive efforts of the university. 
For instance, this whole project was started by a conversation I had with my uncle 
at our family' Christmas dinner. My uncle is the head guidance counselor at large and 
reputable local high school. Since I started working for the Ball State University's Office 
of Admissions, it has been a running joke between the two of us that his students never 
seem to visit our university, let alone apply. His response to these inquires came very 
seriously and quickly; "My students' parents will not allow them to attend Ball State. To 
their parents, Ball State is a party school. That is not the type of atmosphere they want to 
send their children off to." 
-3 
The "party school" image that has been plaguing Ball State University was 
started back in the 1980s. Every year Playboy runs a feature about the top ten party 
schools in the country. In the 1980's, Ball State made the top ten (Flanagain, 1997). 
What the public is not aware of is how this ranking is produced. According to Susan 
Flanagain, the past-director of the Office of Orientation at Ball State, Playboy looks at 
the total number of alcohol-related arrests by the school's campus police in making their 
top ten rankings. This figure ends up being somewhat skewed since Ball State University 
has one of the few campus police forces that patrol off-campus communities. This means 
that an off-campus arrest is also included in the numbers for on-campus arrests. This 
"bad" reputation, unfortunately, ends up being the main issue that Ball State University's 
admissions staff has to combat. 
This struggle is fought by using admission materials that highlight the positive 
aspects of the university which include nationally recognized academic programs, high 
graduation rates, teaching-oriented professors, technology accessibility, etc. All of these 
materials are geared toward prospective students so that they get a full understanding of 
what Ball State has to offer. The problem with this approach is that it is ignoring the fact 
that parents influence the student as well. For some students, their parents or guardians 
playa huge role in the college selection process by being a strong influence. Students at 
my uncle's high school are parent-guided. They are typically not first generation 
students, so the parents or guardian are knowledgeable about what the area colleges have 
to offer and what to look for when picking a quality post-secondary institution (Thomas, 
1998; Bundy, 1999). 
.-
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Knowing that some parents have such a large influence over where their child 
chooses to continue his or her education, the Ball State University's Office of Admission 
has not made an effort to identify what these prospective students' family members 
believe to be the most important components of a college or university. Discovering this 
information allows the admission staff to know what components of their institution will 
best persuade family members so that they believe that Ball State University is the best 
place for their son or daughter to attend. 
To eliminate this lack of information about prospective students" family members' 
attitudes, I designed this study to identify what aspects of college that this population 
believes to be the most important. This survey also asks for the parents or guardians of 
these students to report their perceptions on the amount of influence they feel they have 
over their students' decisions in the college selection process. Finally, I attempt to assess 
the level of awareness of Ball State University's recent "Everything You Need ... " 
marketing campaign and the extent to which the family members believe this campaign 
influences their student's college selection. 
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Sample 
The sample used for this questionnaire was 190 prospective student's parents or 
guardians. The sample was selected by using participants at Ball State University Office 
of Admission's Receptions and those who visited Ball State by means of the Office of 
Admission's daily visit programs. Out of the 190 participants, mothers of the prospective 
student represented 63% of the sample. Thirty-five percent of the sample was fathers 
while female guardians and male guardians made up .05% and 1% of the sample 
respectively. In terms ofrace, 6.84% of the sample were members of a minority group, 
which is a close percentage to Ball State University's population of 8%. Being an 
Indiana state-funded school, the sample was 77% Indiana residents. Finally, 55% of the 
sample were parents of prospective female students, leaving 45% of the sample being 
- parents of prospective male students. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire (see Appendix F) started with a few background questions in 
order to collect demographical data about the sample. This information proves helpful 
because it makes it possible to identify which aspects of the college selection process are 
important to different groups of people. 
The second part of the questionnaire asked participants to rate the importance of 
16 different aspects of a college or university using a 7 -point Likert scale (1 = not 
important and 7= very important). The 16 different aspects of college that used were: 
Athletic Reputation, Academic Reputation, Career Placement, Costs, Faculty 
Accessibility, Honors College, Graduation Rate, Location, Residence Halls, Safety, 
-
Scholarship Opportunities, Size, Student Life, Surrounding Communities, Technology 
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Accessibility, and Quality of Teaching. The results from this section of the 
questionnaire, which will be discussed later, will help the Office of Admissions to 
identify which components of the university they should market the most when 
communicating with parents and guardians. 
The third section of the questionnaire allows the participant to take the 16 aspects 
listed and rank their top five. This section is used to decipher further which aspects of a 
college or university is important to the participant when helping his or her student 
through the college selection process. This section asks the participant to consider 
seriously, in terms of importance, what components of a college or university is the most 
attractive. 
The final section of the questionnaire deals with two issues. The first is the 
perceptions that the participants have on the amount of influence they have over their 
student when selecting a post-secondary institution. The participants were asked to 
record their responses to this question using a 7-point Likert scale with 1 = no influence 
and 7 = very much influence. The second issue addressed in this section is the 
respondents' awareness of Ball State University's recent "Everything You Need ... " 
marketing campaign and the amount of influence that they perceive this campaign had on 
their student selecting Ball State as one of their possible choices. 
At the end of the questionnaire, participants had the opportunity to provide any 
additional comments pertaining to the college selection process. These comments were 
then analyzed in order to identify any common themes. 
Results 
To look at the second section, I calculated the mean of each of the sixteen aspects. 
I then ranked-ordered them. These computations produced the following results: 
..-
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The results from this section of the questionnaire were then broken down into two 
sets of different demographics. These sets were chosen because male/female differences 
resulted in the largest difference between the ranking of the means. The first set I looked 
at was the differences in ratings between parents or guardians of female students versus 
male students. This analysis produced the following were the results (See also Appendix 
A): 
--
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The second set of rankings comes from those parents or guardians who are 
alumni of Ball State University and those who are not. Comparing the difference in 
rankings between these two groups generated the following results (See also Appendix 
B): 
The findings of these different analyses were surprising. Some aspects like 
"Cost" and "Student Life", that one would think would rate higher, were rated 
surprisingly low. The fact that the "Surrounding Community" was consistently rated 
higher than "Residence Halls" was also unexpected. One would think that the student's 
living environment would be more important to a parent or guardian than the area 
surrounding the campus. These results will be discussed further in the conclusion. 
For the third section of the questionnaire, the one that asked participants to rank 
their top five aspects, frequencies were calculated. From the frequencies, one can tell 
how many times that a certain aspect was ranked and the number of times it got a specific 
ranking. When looking at the results of the frequency analysis, differences can be 
identified between this section and the first section. "Academic Reputation," whose 
ratings placed it fourth or fifth in the first section, received the most first place rankings 
--
with 79. Following this aspect was "Quality of Teaching" with 25 first place rankings. 
The rest of the results from this section can be found in Appendix C (See also Appendix 
D and E for frequencies by biological sex of student). 
From the fourth section, I was able to compute the mean of the responses to the 
question that dealt with the parent or guardian's perception of their influence over their 
student when helping them through the college selection process. The mean of the 190 
surveys equaled 5.11. This average shows that, for the most part, parents and guardians 
feel that they have somewhat of an effect on the decision that their students make when 
selecting a college. 
9 
The other part of this section dealt with the participant's awareness of the 
"Everything You Need ... " marketing campaign and what influence they felt this 
campaign had on their student including Ball State University in their selection process. 
Out of the 190 returned surveys, 85 (45%) responded "Yes" to the question asking about 
their awareness of the campaign. From this 45%, the average rating in response dealing 
with the influence of this campaign was 2.87, indicating that the respondents felt that the 
campaign had little influence over their students' decisions to include Ball State 
University in their college selection process. 
The final section, which allowed for any additional comments, produced two 
common themes among the responses. The first theme was that one reason families were 
looking at Ball State was because of a particular academic program. Programs like 
architecture, music, journalism, telecommunications, and education were listed several 
times. The second theme that was apparent in the comments was that the family knew 
someone who either attended or is attending Ball State, who then recommended Ball 
State to the student. 
--
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The results were not what were expected before the study began. Although 
quality of teaching, safety, and career placement were ranked as the most salient aspects 
in choosing a college, I felt that issues like cost, student life, and residence hall living 
would be more important to a parent of a prospective student. One possible reason 
behind cost being rated so low is that parents and guardians do not want to think that cost 
will affect where their student ends up receiving his or her college education. In my own 
experience, I truly wanted to go to a much more expensive, private school, but I could tell 
from my parents' non-verbal communication that they wanted me to attend a much more 
affordable university. 
The differences that were found between the male and female students were not 
as large as expected. I would have predicted that parents and guardians of female 
students would rank and rate safety as high as they did. I did not expect that parents and 
guardians of male students would do the same. Technology accessibility was ranked 
higher for males than for females. This could be the result of having more male students 
interested in male dominated programs like computer science, telecommunications, and 
industry and technology. Career placement also received a higher rating by parents of 
male students., My guess on this result is that parents are still using the paradigm of the 
husband being the "bread-winner" for the family. 
Alumni of Ball State University seemed to be more concerned with the 
opportunities that would be available to their students compared to non-alumni who 
seemed more concerned with the environment. My estimation for why this is has to do 
with the fact that alumni of Ball State University have a sense of what the environment 
-already is like at this university. Knowing that the campus is safe through their own 
experiences allows the alumni parents and guardians to focus on other issues like career 
placement and scholarship opportunities. 
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The benefits that are possible because of the collection of this data are 
innumerable. This study has made it possible for the Office of Admissions to be able to 
identify what prospective students' parents and guardians are looking for when visiting 
Ball State University or receiving information from the school. The information that was 
collected can be used in tailoring presentations, admission materials, the Office of 
Admission's website, or daily conversations with families, so that the information that the 
families feel are most important are emphasized. 
There are a few corrections I would make to this study in order to improve its 
usefulness. First, I would conduct the study in the fall instead of the spring. By doing 
this, I would get a larger number of prospective students who have not yet applied to the 
university. Second, I would break down the different aspects into questions that are more 
specific. For instance, instead of using the aspect "Student Life," I would use more 
specific components like campus programming, Greek life, student organizations, and 
students' participation at campus events. Finally, I would expand more on the 
"perceptions of parent or guardian's influence" section of the questionnaire. I would ask 
more questions like: (1) How do you assist your student in the selection process? (2) How 
often do you talk to your student about choosing a college? and (3) What percentage of 
admission material that your student receives do you sit down and read with him or her? 
With the completion of this project, I have gained a better understanding of what 
makes one college or university more attractive than another from the perspective of a 
,-
-
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prospective student's parent or guardian. Hopefully, this infonnation will prove to be 
helpful for admission offices, so that they can plan and prepare better admission 
campaigns, which concentrate on the factors that parents or guardians find most 
important when assisting their student in selecting a institution of higher learning. 
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Appendix A 
.- .- ._, ~t:NUt:K 
ATHREP * GENDER 
CARPLAC * GENDER 
COST * GENDER 
FACACC * GENDER 
HONRSCOL * GENDER 
GRADRATE * GENDER 
LOCATION * GENDER 
RESHALLS * GENDER 
SAFE * GENDER 
SCHOP * GENDER 
SIZE * GENDER 
QUATEACH * GENDER 
STULIFE * GENDER 
SURRCOM * GENDER 
TECHACC * GENDER 
GENDER 
.... Mean 
N 
Std. Deviation 
M Mean 
N 
Std. Deviation 
Total Mean 
N 
Std. Deviation 
Case Processing Summary 
Cases 
Included Excluded Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
1~U lUU.U'1o U .U'1o 190 1UU,U'1o 
190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
179 94.2% 11 5.8% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
Report 
ACADREP ATHREP CARPLAC COST FACACC HONRSCOL 
6.4HUH ~.f596 6.519~ 6.1f4f:1 6.3107 4.7292 
104 104 104 103 103 96 
.7103 1.6923 .7502 1,0331 .9500 1.3493 
6.3605 3.7674 6.6395 6.0116 6.1395 4.7831 
86 86 86 86 86 83 
.7808 1.4363 .5722 1.1529 .9960 1.5930 
6.4263 3.2158 6.5737 6.1005 6.2328 4.7542 
190 190 190 189 189 179 
.7435 1.6558 .6764 1.0893 .9724 1.4634 
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Report 
GENDER GRADRATE LOCATION RESHALLS SAFE sCHOP SIZE 
r- Mean o.~~;;s;;s ::>.411 ::> 5.5437 6.7212 6.2692 4.l:IU~l:I 
N 103 103 103 104 104 103 
Std. Deviation .9593 1.4109 1.2969 .6891 1.0542 1.4919 
M Mean 6.3837 5.4535 5.5581 6.6279 6.2326 4.8023 
N 86 86 86 86 86 86 
Std. Deviation .7541 1.0918 1.0694 .6333 1.1027 1.4210 
rotal Mean 6.2963 5.4339 5.5503 6.6789 6.2526 4.8571 
N 189 189 189 190 190 189 
Std. Deviation .8734 1.2725 1.1957 .6643 1.0737 1.4571 
-
-
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Report 
GENDER QUATEACH STUll FE SURRCOM TECHACC 
r- Mean 6.7961 5.6155 0.0625 0.1146 
-
N 103 103 103 103 
Std. Deviation .4049 1.1003 1.1507 .9228 
M Mean 6.7209 6.1279 5.7442 6.2209 
N 86 86 86 86 
Std. Deviation .5006 .8917 1.1395 .8175 
lotal Mean 6.7619 5.9577 5.6561 6.1958 
N 189 189 189 189 
Std. Deviation .4513 1.0202 1.1454 .8745 
-
-
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Appendix B Case Processing Summary 
Cases 
Included Excluded Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
:AI IHt-1-' Ut:\:iKt:l; 19U 1UU.U"/0 U .U"Io 190 100.0"10 
ATHREP * DEGREC 190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
CARP LAC * DEGREC 190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
COST * DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
FACACC * DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
HONRSCOL ... DEGREC 179 94.2% 11 5.8% 190 100.0% 
GRADRATE ... DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
LOCATION * DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
RESHALLS * DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
SAFE * DEGREC 190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
SCHOP ... DEGREC 190 100.0% 0 .0% 190 100.0% 
SIZE * DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
QUATEACH ... DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
STULIFE ... DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
SURRCOM ... DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
TECHACC ... DEGREC 189 99.5% 1 .5% 190 100.0% 
Report 
DEGREC ACADREP ATHREP CARPLAC COST FACACC HONRSCOL 
N Mean O.;:!!:Itl!:l ;:!.LU{!:I 6.:>:>uo 0.0904 6.2203 4.8144 
N 178 178 178 177 177 167 
Std. Deviation .7542 1.6456 .6891 1.0990 .9840 1.3911 
Y Mean 6.8333 3.3333 6.9167 6.2500 6.4167 3.9167 
N 12 12 12 12 12 12 
Std. Deviation .3892 1.8749 .2887 .9653 .7930 2.1515 
Total Mean 6.4263 3.2158 6.5737 6.1005 6.2328 4.7542 
N 190 190 190 189 189 179 
Std. Deviation .7435 1.6558 .6764 1.0893 .9724 1.4634 
-
Page 1 
Report 
DEGREC GRADRATE LOCATION RES HALLS SAFE SCHOP SIZE 
N Mean o.2l:1l:14 ::>.42J{ ::>.::>{IjJ 1j.1j~11 U o.21J::> 4.ts::>tstS 
-
N 177 177 177 178 178 177 
Std. Deviation .8891 1.2907 1.1707 .6639 1.0941 1.4489 
y Mean 6.2500 5.5833 5.1667 6.5000 6.8333 4.8333 
N 12 12 12 12 12 12 
Std. Deviation .6216 .9962 1.5275 .6742 .3892 1.6422 
Total Mean 6.2963 5.4339 5.5503 6.6789 6.2526 4.8571 
N 189 189 189 190 190 189 
Std. Deviation .8734 1.2725 1.1957 .6643 1.0737 1.4571 
-
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Report 
DEGREC .aUATEACH STULIFE SURRCOM TECHACC 
N Mean 6.7627 5.9831 5.6441 6.1864 
-
N 177 177 177 177 
Std. Deviation .4525 1.0196 1.1545 .8882 
y Mean 6.7500 5.5833 5.8333 6.3333 
N 12 12 12 12 
Std. Deviation .4523 .9962 1.0299 .6513 
lotal Mean 6.7619 5.9577 5.6561 6.1958 
N 189 189 189 189 
Std. Deviation .4513 1.0202 1.1454 .8745 
-
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Appendix C Statistics 
ACADREP ATHREP CARPLAC COSTS FACACC GRADRATE HONRSCOL 
N valla 1;'!~ 0 81 84 52 43 12 
Missing 67 184 109 106 138 147 178 
Statistics 
LOCATION QUATEACH RES HALLS SAFETY SCHOP SIZE STUll FE 
N valla 17 132 2::> {4 ::>0 1:> 3U 
Missing 173 58 165 116 134 175 160 
Statistics 
SURRCOM TECHAVA 
N valla 8 30 
Missing 182 160 
Frequency Table 
ACADREP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU I'd 41.0 04.2 04.2 
2.00 19 10.0 15.4 79.7 
3.00 9 4.7 7.3 87.0 
4.00 5 2.6 4.1 91.1 
5.00 11 5.8 8.9 100.0 
Total 123 64.7 100.0 
Missing System 67 35.3 
Total 190 100.0 
ATHREP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 1 .5 10.( 10.( 
2.00 3 1.6 50.0 66.7 
4.00 1 .5 16.7 83.3 
5.00 1 .5 16.7 100.0 
Total 6 3.2 100.0 
Missing System 184 96.8 
Total 190 100.0 
-
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CARPLAC 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU I:S 4.l l:U:I l:I.l:I 
2.00 19 10.0 23.5 33.3 
3.00 13 6.8 16.0 49.4 
4.00 19 10.0 23.5 72.8 
5.00 22 11.6 27.2 100.0 
Total 81 42.6 100.0 
Missing System 109 57.4 
Total 190 100.0 
COSTS 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 1;j tu:s 15.5 15.5 
2.00 17 8.9 20.2 35.7 
3.00 28 14.7 33.3 69.0 
4.00 13 6.8 15.5 84.5 
5.00 13 6.8 15.5 100.0 
Total 84 44.2 100.0 
Missing System 106 55.8 
Total 190 100.0 
FACACC 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 1 .:> , .l:I , .l:I 
2.00 13 6.8 25.0 26.9 
3.00 13 6.8 25.0 51.9 
4.00 15 7.9 28.8 80.8 
5.00 10 5.3 19.2 100.0 
Total 52 27.4 100.0 
Missing System 138 72.6 
Total 190 100.0 
GRADRATE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 2 1.1 4.f 4.f 
2.00 7 3.7 16.3 20.9 
3.00 14 7.4 32.6 53.5 
4.00 6 3.2 14.0 67.4 
5.00 14 7.4 32.6 100.0 
Total 43 22.6 100.0 
Missing System 147 77.4 
Total 190 100.0 
-
Page 2 
HONRSCOL 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla I.UU 1 .5 B.3 B.3 
2.00 3 1.6 25.0 33.3 
3.00 4 2.1 33.3 66.7 
4.00 2 1.1 16.7 83.3 
5.00 2 1.1 16.7 100.0 
Total 12 6.3 100.0 
Missing System 178 93.7 
Total 190 100.0 
LOCATION 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla "::.UU 4 :'!.1 :,!;1.~ 23.5 
3.00 4 2.1 23.5 47.1 
4.00 3 1.6 17.6 64.7 
5.00 6 3.2 35.3 100.0 
Total 17 8.9 100.0 
Missing System 173 91.1 
Total 190 100.0 
QUATEACH 
Valid cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 25 13.2 11:1.9 lB.9 
2.00 38 20.0 28.8 47.7 
3.00 31 16.3 23.5 71.2 
4.00 23 12.1 17.4 88.6 
5.00 15 7.9 11.4 100.0 
Total 132 69.5 100.0 
Missing System 58 30.5 
Total 190 100.0 
RES HALLS 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla :.!.UU 2 1.1 Ii.U Ii.U 
3.00 8 4.2 32.0 40.0 
4.00 8 4.2 32.0 72.0 
5.00 7 3.7 28.0 100.0 
Total 25 13.2 100.0 
Missing System 165 86.8 
Total 190 100.0 
-
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SAFETY 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU HI lU.U LO.l 25.7 
2.00 8 4.2 10.8 36.5 
3.00 14 7.4 18.9 55.4 
4.00 18 9.5 24.3 79.7 
5.00 15 7.9 20.3 100.0 
Total 74 38.9 100.0 
Missing System 116 61.1 
Total 190 100.0 
SCHOP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 4 L.1 t.1 t.l 
2.00 16 8.4 28.6 35.7 
3.00 10 5.3 17.9 53.6 
4.00 14 7.4 25.0 78.6 
5.00 12 6.3 21.4 100.0 
Total 56 29.5 100.0 
Missing System 134 70.5 
Total 190 100.0 
SIZE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 2 1.1 13.3 13.3 
2.00 3 1.6 20.0 33.3 
3.00 3 1.6 20.0 53.3 
4.00 4 2.1 26.7 80.0 
5.00 3 1.6 20.0 100.0 
Total 15 7.9 100.0 
Missing System 175 92.1 
Total 190 100.0 
STULIFE 
Valid cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 2 1.1 0.7 0.1 
2.00 2 1.1 6.7 13.3 
3.00 2 1.1 6.7 20.0 
4.00 15 7.9 50.0 70.0 
5.00 9 4.7 30.0 100.0 
Total 30 15.8 100.0 
Missing System 160 84.2 
Total 190 100.0 
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SURRCOM 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
-
valla 4.UU 2 1.1 Z5.U Z5.U 
5.00 6 3.2 75.0 100.0 
Total 8 4.2 100.0 
Missing System 182 95.8 
Total 190 100.0 
TECHAVA 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla -I.UU 1 .5 ;j.;j ;j.3 
2.00 4 2.1 13.3 16.7 
3.00 5 2.6 16.7 33.3 
4.00 8 4.2 26.7 60.0 
5.00 12 6.3 40.0 100.0 
Total 30 15.8 100.0 
Missing System 160 84.2 
Total 190 100.0 
-
-
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Frequencies 
Appendix D Female Students Statistics 
ACADREP ATHREP CARP LAC COSTS FACACC GRAD RATE HONRSCOL 
N valla 00 L. 41 47 29 22 7 
Missing 38 102 63 57 75 82 97 
Statistics 
LOCATION QUATEACH RES HALLS SAFTEY SCHOP SIZE STULIFE 
N valla l:I (L. 1L. 4:> JJ l:I 14 
Missing 95 32 92 59 71 95 90 
Statistics 
SURRCOMM TECHAVA 
N valla :> 10 
Missing 99 88 
Frequency Table 
ACADREP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 41 39.4 oL..1 oL..1 
2.00 9 8.7 13.6 75.8 
3.00 5 4.8 7.6 83.3 
4.00 3 2.9 4.5 87.9 
5.00 8 7.7 12.1 100.0 
Total 66 63.5 100.0 
Missing System 38 36.5 
Total 104 100.0 
ATHREP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 1 1.U :>U.U 5U.U 
2.00 1 1.0 50.0 100.0 
Total 2 1.9 100.0 
Missing System 102 98.1 
Total 104 100.0 
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CARPLAC 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
-. 
valla I.UU 4 3.6 ~HS ~.ts 
2.00 7 6.7 17.1 26.8 
3.00 4 3.8 9.8 36.6 
4.00 12 11.5 29.3 65.9 
5.00 14 13.5 34.1 100.0 
Total 41 39.4 100.0 
Missing System 63 60.6 
Total 104 100.0 
COSTS 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla ·I.UU ( '0.1 14.9 14.9 
2.00 11 10.6 23.4 38.3 
3.00 15 14.4 31.9 70.2 
4.00 6 5.8 12.8 83.0 
5.00 8 7.7 17.0 100.0 
Total 47 45.2 100.0 
Missing System 57 54.8 
Total 104 100.0 
FACACC 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla ·I.UU 1 1.U ;:S.4 ;:S.4 
2.00 7 6.7 24.1 27.6 
3.00 8 7.7 27.6 55.2 
4.00 7 6.7 24.1 79.3 
5.00 6 5.8 20.7 100.0 
Total 29 27.9 100.0 
Missing System 75 72.1 
Total 104 100.0 
GRADRATE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 1 1.U 4.~ 4.~ 
2.00 4 3.8 18.2 22.7 
3.00 5 4.8 22.7 45.5 
4.00 4 3.8 18.2 63.6 
5.00 8 7.7 36.4 100.0 
Total 22 21.2 100.0 
Missing System 82 78.8 
Total 104 100.0 
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HONRSCOL 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
-
vallo 1.UU 1 1.0 14.3 14.3 
2.00 1 1.0 14.3 28.6 
3.00 3 2.9 42.9 71.4 
4.00 1 1.0 14.3 85.7 
5.00 1 1.0 14.3 100.0 
Total 7 6.7 100.0 
Missing System 97 93.3 
Total 104 100.0 
LOCATION 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
vallo :.!.UU 2 U:I :.!2.2 :.!2.:.! 
3.00 4 3.8 44.4 66.7 
4.00 1 1.0 11.1 77.8 
5.00 2 1.9 22.2 100.0 
Total 9 8.7 100.0 
Missing System 95 91.3 
Total 104 100.0 
QUATEACH 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
vallo I.UU 11 1U.O 15-j 15.3 
- 2.00 21 20.2 29.2 44.4 
3.00 20 19.2 278 72.2 
4.00 10 9.6 139 86.1 
5.00 10 9.6 139 100.0 
Total 72 69.2 100.0 
Missing System 32 30.8 
Total 104 100.0 
RESHALLS 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
vallo :.!.UU 1 1.0 8.3 8.3 
3.00 5 4.8 41.7 50.0 
4.00 5 4.8 41.7 91.7 
5.00 1 1.0 8.3 100.0 
Total 12 11.5 100.0 
Missing System 92 88.5 
Total 104 100.0 
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SAFTEY 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla I.UU 15 14.4 JJ.J JJ.J 
2.00 5 4.8 11.1 44.4 
3.00 7 6.7 15.6 60.0 
4.00 11 10.6 24.4 84.4 
5.00 7 6.7 15.6 100.0 
Total 45 43.3 100.0 
Missing System 59 56.7 
Total 104 100.0 
SCHOP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 4 J.ts lL.l 12.1 
2.00 11 10.6 33.3 45.5 
3.00 6 5.8 18.2 63.6 
4.00 7 6.7 21.2 84.8 
5.00 5 4.8 15.2 100.0 
Total 33 31.7 100.0 
Missing System 71 68.3 
Total 104 100.0 
SIZE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla .!.uu J L.l:I JJ.J JJ.J 
4.00 3 2.9 33.3 66.7 
5.00 3 2.9 33.3 100.0 
Total 9 8.7 100.0 
Missing System 95 91.3 
Total 104 100.0 
STULIFE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla J.UU 2 1.9 14.J 14.3 
4.00 9 8.7 64.3 78.6 
5.00 3 2.9 21.4 100.0 
Total 14 13.5 100.0 
Missing System 90 86.5 
Total 104 100.0 
SURRCOMM 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla ::I.UU 5 4.8 lUU.U lUU.U 
Missing System 99 95.2 
Total 104 100.0 
-
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TECHAVA 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
-
valla L.UU ;;I 2.~ HI.B lB.B 
3.00 2 1.9 12.5 31.3 
4.00 6 5.8 37.5 68.8 
5.00 5 4.8 31.3 100.0 
Total 16 15.4 100.0 
Missing System 88 84.6 
Total 104 100.0 
-
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Frequencies 
Appendix E Male Students Statistics 
ACADREP ATHREP CARPLAC COSTS FACACC GRADRATE HONRSCOL 
N valla of 4 4U Jf ;'!J ;'!1 0 
Missing 29 82 46 49 63 65 81 
Statistics 
LOCATION QUATEACH RES HALLS SAFETY SCHOP SIZE STULIFE 
N valla 8 60 13 29 23 0 10 
Missing 78 26 73 57 63 80 70 
Statistics 
SURRCOMM TECHAVA 
N valla J 14 
Missing 83 72 
Frequency Table 
ACADREP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla I.UU 36 44.2 OO.! 66.7 
2.00 10 11.6 17.5 84.2 
3.00 4 4.7 7.0 91.2 
4.00 2 2.3 3.5 94.7 
5.00 3 3.5 5.3 100.0 
Total 57 66.3 100.0 
Missing System 29 33.7 
Total 86 100.0 
ATHREP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 
.:!.UU ;.! 2.3 50.0 50.0 
4.00 1 1.2 25.0 75.0 
5.00 1 1.2 25.0 100.0 
Total 4 4.7 100.0 
Missing System 82 95.3 
Total 86 100.0 
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CARP LAC 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 4 4.7 1U.O 10.0 
2.00 12 14.0 30.0 40.0 
3.00 9 10.5 22.5 62.5 
4.00 7 8.1 17.5 80.0 
5.00 8 9.3 20.0 100.0 
Total 40 46.5 100.0 
Missing System 46 53.5 
Total 86 100.0 
COSTS 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 6 (.U 16.2 16.2 
2.00 6 7.0 16.2 32.4 
3.00 13 15.1 35.1 67.6 
4.00 7 8.1 18.9 86.5 
5.00 5 5.8 13.5 100.0 
Total 37 43.0 100.0 
Missing System 49 57.0 
Total 86 100.0 
FACACC 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla ".00 6 7.U 26.1 26.1 
3.00 5 5.8 21.7 47.8 
4.00 8 9.3 34.8 82.6 
5.00 4 4.7 17.4 100.0 
Total 23 26.7 100.0 
Missing System 63 73.3 
Total 86 100.0 
GRADRATE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 1 1.2 4.8 4.8 
2.00 3 3.5 14.3 19.0 
3.00 9 10.5 42.9 61.9 
4.00 2 2.3 9.5 71.4 
5.00 6 7.0 28.6 100.0 
Total 21 24.4 100.0 
Missing System 65 75.6 
Total 86 100.0 
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HONRSCOL 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Valfo L.UU L 2.3 4U.U 40.0 
3.00 1 1.2 20.0 60.0 
4.00 1 1.2 20.0 80.0 
5.00 1 1.2 20.0 100.0 
Total 5 5.8 100.0 
Missing System 81 94.2 
Total 86 100.0 
LOCATION 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Valid L.UU 2 L.3 L:>.U ~:>.U 
4.00 2 2.3 25.0 50.0 
5.00 4 4.7 50.0 100.0 
Total 8 9.3 100.0 
Missing System 78 90.7 
Total 86 100.0 
QUATEACH 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valid 1.UU 14 16.3 23.3 23.3 
2.00 17 19.8 28.3 51.7 
3.00 11 12.8 18.3 70.0 
4.00 13 15.1 21.7 91.7 
5.00 5 5.8 8.3 100.0 
Total 60 69.8 100.0 
Missing System 26 30.2 
Total 86 100.0 
RESHALLS 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valid ~.UU 1 1.2 f.f f.f 
3.00 3 3.5 23.1 30.8 
4.00 3 3.5 23.1 53.8 
5.00 6 7.0 46.2 100.0 
Total 13 15.1 100.0 
Missing System 73 84.9 
Total 86 100.0 
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SAFETY 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 4 4.7 13.8 13.6 
2.00 3 3.5 10.3 24.1 
3.00 7 8.1 24.1 48.3 
4.00 7 8.1 24.1 72.4 
5.00 8 9.3 27.6 100.0 
Total 29 33.7 100.0 
Missing System 57 66.3 
Total 86 100.0 
SCHOP 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla ~.uu 5 5.8 21.7 ~1.7 
3.00 4 4.7 17.4 39.1 
4.00 7 8.1 30.4 69.6 
5.00 7 8.1 30.4 100.0 
Total 23 26.7 100.0 
Missing System 63 73.3 
Total 86 100.0 
SIZE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.00 2 :l.~ 33.3 33.3 
-
3.00 3 3.5 50.0 83.3 
4.00 1 1.2 16.7 100.0 
Total 6 7.0 100.0 
Missing System 80 93.0 
Total 86 100.0 
STULIFE 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla 1.UU 2 2.~ 12.5 12.5 
2.00 2 2.3 12.5 25.0 
4.00 6 7.0 37.5 62.5 
5.00 6 7.0 37.5 100.0 
Total 16 18.6 100.0 
Missing System 70 81.4 
Total 86 100.0 
SURRCOMM 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valla .... uu 2 2.~ 66.7 66.7 
5.00 1 1.2 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 3.5 100.0 
-
Missing System 83 96.5 
Total 86 100.0 
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TECHAVA 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
valid 1.00 1 1.2 7.1 7.1 
2.00 1 1.2 7.1 14.3 
3.00 3 3.5 21.4 35.7 
4.00 2 2.3 14.3 50.0 
5.00 7 8.1 50.0 100.0 
Total 14 16.3 100.0 
Missing System 72 83.7 
Total 86 100.0 
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